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Fault networks
Seismicity simulation model
• Contains a user-defined network of 3D faults
• Cells assigned heterogeneous (usually fractal) distribution 
of strength
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• Fault interaction can be “turned off” to investigate its 
effects
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• Following immediate triggering, interaction models have 
longer recurrence times for large events
– Does triggering “use up” nucleation sites?
• Only models with interaction produce seismic rate patterns 
consistent with those observed in natural fault systems.
